Two recent books provide varied resources for exploring ethical issues in the social sciences. Reflection on ethical issues aims to sensitize scholars to a range of consequences of their research, and to scholars' responsibilities to their discipline, their colleagues, and the public. This review article assesses the utility of these texts (and of other materials available in print and online) to research on second language acquisition.
4 ever convened to assess the culpability of either side to these debates. Scholars of second language acquisition (SLA) do not, it would seem, work in an intellectual environment characterized by nosebleed-high ethical tensions.
But this is not to say that those who study SLA confront no ethical issues.
Scholars who gather data from language learners face the usual dilemmas entailed by empirical work: they must secure the requisite privacy and freedom from coercion for participants in studies of second language (L2) learning; avoid deceiving participants while at the same time protecting participants' capacity to respond without prejudice to the content of the study; and balance confidentiality with the need to present research results to the public in the fullest, most transparent, detail possible. Researchers also encounter the challenges of representing with scrupulous accuracy the scholarship of their colleagues, whether that scholarship is consistent or inconsistent with their own work. All parties must avoid unacknowledged adoption of the words and ideas of others, however slight or unintended, and refrain from exploiting the work of collaborators, especially students. As Ortega (2005) has argued, there are also powerful ethical consequences in the choice of what population ones studies as representative of L2 learners, and in how accessible research findings are made to teachers and policy makers.
These are genuine and serious ethical responsibilities, if only rarely the stuff of high drama. They are also not unique to scholars of SLA. Rather, garden-variety ethical decision-making enters into scholarship on SLA in ways that largely conform to how it infuses scholarship in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences.
However, even insofar as SLA research appears to be at low risk for ethical catastrophe, and even insofar as those ethical issues that do emerge are mostly ones 5 familiar to other disciplines, it is still worth surveying the moral-philosophical landscape of the field. This review article first summarizes existing discussion of ethics in SLA, and surveys ethical guidelines and codes relevant to SLA research. It then introduces new materials available to scholars who would like to develop their sensitivity to ethical issues. I employ these new materials to speculate about how a sharpened ethical consciousness might (in one example) raise new questions about familiar research and (in another example) find value in research that has generally gone unappreciated.
II Existing literature relevant to the ethics of SLA research
Not much has been published specifically on ethical issues in SLA research. Some neighboring fields, however, have amassed extensive literatures on ethics. These fields include language testing; language pedagogy, especially teaching English as a second language; critical linguistics; and the superordinate discipline of applied linguistics.
The concern with ethics exhibited by scholars in these areas has taken varied forms and addressed various issues. Following a symposium on ethics at the 1996 meeting of the Association Internationale de Linguistique Appliquée, Alan Davies guestedited an issue of the journal Language Testing. The issue is comprised of ten papers that explore the ethical dimensions of language tests, including test administration, content, validity, test 'backwash', and the social and political roles that language tests play (Davies, 1997) . Like language testers, language teachers (especially teachers of English as a second language) have a fairly developed tradition of reflection on 6 professional ethics. For example, Silva (1997) Hafernik, Messerchmitt, and Vandrick (2002) explore a wide range of situations where ESL teachers face ethical choices. The book addresses nitty-gritty matters such as classroom management dilemmas, student gift giving, and responding to plagiarism. It also discusses matters where an individual teacher's actions may have less immediate but potentially more pervasive consequences, such as in the construction of equitable relations with colleagues and with educational institutions, and in the responsibility a teacher assumes (or not) for the effects of the spread of English world-wide.
Another stream of work that is characteristically highly self-conscious about ethical matters is 'critical linguistics', sometimes called 'critical applied linguistics' (Rajagopalan, 2004; Davies and Elder 2004: 9-10) . Critical linguistics examines specific practices and assumptions about language that sustain an uneven distribution of social or economic power. Cameron, Frazer, Harvey, Rampton, and Richardson (1992) present case studies of research on dialectology, bilingualism, gender, and race in the vein of critical linguistics. They model how scholars can establish relationships with people whose language they are studying, relationships that go beyond passive collection of data.
Cameron et al. urge researchers to assume, as part of the ethical burden of doing research, the responsibility of helping empower people to resist social and economic inequity.
In these ways, language testing, TESOL, and critical linguistics may have the liveliest traditions of reflection on ethical issues. There are also other sub-fields within applied linguistics where ethics is the topic of at least occasional discussion. For a 7 special issue of Issues in Applied Linguistics, Carolyn Temple Adger and Jeff ConnorLinton (1993) collected essays on ethics across a range of applied-linguistic concerns.
Each essay narrates an applied linguist's actual experiences grappling with ethical matters, with contributions from forensic linguistics, language testing, speech-language pathology, social dialectology, computational linguistics, and conversational analysis.
The concerns discussed in this body of literature, however, are not exactly those most relevant to SLA research. Two resources where one might look for explicit reflection on ethical issues in SLA-textbooks, and survey-of-the-field handbooks-turn out to be curiously devoid of such content. Textbooks, even those of panoramic scope and that tutor readers in SLA research methods and practices (e.g. Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Ellis, 1994; de Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2005; Sanz, 2005; Gass & Selinker, 2007) , typically do not advert to ethical matters. For textbooks with a narrower remit, like White (2003) or VanPatten and Williams (2007) the absence of ethics is less surprising, while the same gap is conspicuous in Jordan (2004) , a book that focuses on SLA theory construction. In addition, despite a recent publishing boom in 'handbooks' that has yielded massive, mosaic-like, collections of essays about SLA by leading figures, none contains a chapter on ethics (e.g. handbooks edited by Ritchie & Bhatia, 1996; Kaplan, 2002; Doughty & Long, 2003; Hinkel, 2005) .
Comparing linguistics to the disciplines of anthropology and sociology, Newman and Ratliff (2001: 9) remark on how little awareness the former exhibits of ethical matters. SLA seems to share this orientation with linguistics in general. Ortega (2005: 429) attributes the absence of ethical self-awareness in SLA research to an 'illusion that somehow neutrality is inherent in the concerns of the field'. She counters this stance by asserting, in concert with most of modern philosophy of science, that 'value-free research is impossible' (p. 432). between linguistics and the social and natural sciences. In the study of language (especially as carried out in a fieldwork setting), researchers may develop sustained, personal, relationships with specific consultants, whereas in other sciences researchersubject interaction may be fleeting and narrowly defined. Therefore, the anonymity that protects participants in natural or social-scientific research may sometimes be out of place in linguistics. According to the LSA statement, 'not to disclose [linguistic consultants'] names would do them a disservice', since at least some 'may wish to be known for their contribution.'
The concern for participants in linguistic research displayed in the TESOL and LSA statements (and as much more fully developed in the context of critical linguistics by Cameron et al., 1992) is certainly pertinent to scholarship on SLA, but that issue alone does not exhaust the definition of 'ethical research.' A broader and more ambitious attempt to define ethical standards has been undertaken by the British Association for Linguistics student projects' (BAAL, 2000) . This comprises a lucid, minimally elaborated, six-point text that reminds students of the core responsibilities they bear in working with informants. For example, the BAAL document advises students pointblank to avoid deceptive or covert research, while conceding the acceptability of distraction.
In summary, there exists a precedent for reflection and debate about ethics in disciplines that neighbor the study of SLA, played out in conference proceedings, journal articles, and freestanding books. There also exist models of carefully-wrought professional codes and explicit standards of practice that address, at various levels of resolution, issues that bear on some of the concerns of scholars of SLA.
Should researchers in SLA emulate these initiatives, for example, by creating their own ethical code? Conventionally, ethical codes have been produced and ratified under the aegis of professional organizations. The relationship between ethical codes and professional organizations is not accidental: among the effects of articulating a code of ethics is that it builds up, as well as reflects, a research community's identity and its sense of its own boundaries (Coady & Bloch, 1996) . As one scholar wrote: A profession's code tells practitioners who and what they are. In describing the defining interest of the profession and its implications for practice, it supplies a vocabulary for intra-professional argument, selfcriticism and reform. Similarly, its terms support broader public discussion of the profession and its practices, privileges and duties. The role of a code in stimulating moral self-understanding is important. It not only supplies a vocabulary but it helps create the community of users. (Fullinwider 1996: 83) Scholars of SLA probably do not have sufficient coherence as a group at present to warrant drafting a code of ethics: there is too much creative dissent, too much divergence in the public roles research on SLA assumes, and too heterogeneous a lexicon of selfdescription, for SLA researchers to try to converge on a single 'vocabulary for intraprofessional argument, self-criticism and reform'. (Kelman, 2007: xiv) .
Kimmel (2007) Nevertheless, Kimmel's book is rewarding in its broad-ranging, thoughtful, and patient treatment of the many ethical dimensions of modern social-scientific research. The author even-handedly assesses the tradeoffs that confront researchers concerned with ethical issues. He displays both keen sensitivity to the necessity that researchers hold themselves to very high ethical standards, and a realistic sense of how those standards can sometimes limit the scope and rigor of scientific inquiry. Kimmel aims to raise readers' consciousness of the ethical challenges research presents, and then to suggest ways for social scientists to either overcome those challenges, or redesign their work so as to avoid having to face them. The book makes no reference to research on SLA. However, Kimmel's practical orientation is easy to extend to another field. For example, Chapter 5 discusses ethnographic research, on a spectrum between that which is ethically innocuous, to work that raises serious ethical concerns. Many of these studies have parallels in research on SLA. For example, consider longitudinal studies of child bilingual development that entail repeated observation and recording of child speech in naturalistic contexts. A researcher carrying out such a study would, of course, secure the informed consent of parents or guardians, and of the child being observed as well. But having provided formal consent (either once, or iteratively) does not protect participants from negative consequences, however slight, that they might experience in playing a role in this kind of research. Those consequences might include material inconvenience; increased self-consciousness and artificiality; subtle distortion of complex human relationships; the introduction of disequilibrium into family dynamics (especially where only one among several siblings is being studied); and even, at a more abstract level, advance of the commodification of behavior and experience into the early years of life. In fact, a signed consent form might magnify such negative consequences, insofar as participants perceive it as a kind of contract that inhibits them from withdrawing from a study that has become awkward or burdensome.
These consequences, if indeed they do affect participants in naturalistic studies of SLA, may be heightened or lowered according to how accommodating and self-aware a stance the researcher takes. The fact that a researcher perceived no obviously ethicallydisturbing consequences resulting from one longitudinal study of child bilingual development should not lull that same researcher, or his or her colleagues, into belief that none exist. The point is not that longitudinal studies of child bilingual development should be abandoned. Rather, the point is that researchers should, as clearly and in as much detail as possible, anticipate and acknowledge the ramifications of their activities, weighing their ethical complexities 'as an integral component of the research process itself, on a par with theoretical and methodological concerns' (Kelman, 2007: xiv Smith, Tsimpli, & Ouhalla 1993; Smith & Tsimpli, 1995) . Smith and Tsimpli argue that Christopher's capacity to learn new languages despite impaired general cognition supports the modularity hypothesis (Fodor, 1983) , and moreover that the profile of skills Christopher has achieved in the 15 to 20 second languages in which he has some competence sheds light on the role of Universal Grammar in SLA (Smith & Tsimpli, 1995: 190-191) . Throughout their writings about
Christopher, Smith and Tsimpli provide detailed information about him, covering his birth, family, education, social skills, medical status, intellectual, psychological, and emotional capacities, social-welfare service history, and his experiences at home, school, and in the sheltered community where he now resides. Smith & Tsimpli (1995) reproduce drawings created by Christopher; display his solutions to arithmetic problems;
communicate the results of cognitive and perceptual texts he has taken; and quote passages from his spontaneous and elicited speech. The book opens with a full-length photograph of Christopher. Tsimpli's overall research initiative (comprising words, data, stories, still photographs, drawings, etc.), directed as it is at probing a single highly identifiable individual's mixture of competence and disability. Or does Christopher's consent to be studied, taken along with the manifest scientific value of Smith and Tsimpli's work, legitimate whatever profit we might take from these images (and words, data, etc.)-even if one senses that they proved costly to their protagonist?
Baggini and Fosl's tools for probing ethical issues might likewise be applied to a unique document that, as far as I can tell, has received little attention from SLA researchers (but cf. Perdue, 1984: 266-267 I am not satisfied with the prevailing situation of foreign workers in
Europe. I want to be part of the forces that are struggling to change it. I
believe that foreign workers themselves should struggle for such a change and that they should recognize their intellectual friends as well. (Anjum, 1978: 283) Anjum canvassed an unspecified number of educated foreign workers, male and female, from unspecified language backgrounds, who were then living in Norway (the latter fact communicated by implication). He asked them three questions:
1. What do you think about the researchers?
2. Are they doing something good for you?
3. Do you want to suggest something to them? (Anjum, 1978: 283) 'Those who want to rise in their professional status become sympathetic to immigrants'; 'They sell our ideas'; 'I always cheat them because they cheat us' (Anjum, 1978: 283) .
None of responses Anjum included represents the experience of participating in research as positive.
Unfortunately neither Anjum nor the editors of the Papers from the First
Scandinavian-German Symposium provides commentary or discussion that might help elucidate these arresting, and very raw, data. It is not obvious, for example, that the research to which Anjum's interviewees reacted was research specifically on SLA, although at the very least the inclusion of Anjum's work in the proceedings of the Symposium implies its relevance to the study of language learning. Overlooking this difficulty, however, and treating these data at face value-as evidence that at least some immigrant workers take umbrage at participating in western-style research, and distrust those who carry it out-Anjum's text raises complex ethical issues for many parties:
those who resent being the object of research; those whose resentment finds an outlet in undermining the research ('I always cheat them because they cheat us'); those who carry the research out; those who interpret and build on its findings; those who fund it.
Baggini and Fosl provide a vocabulary for beginning to sort out some of these issues: 'Intrinsic / instrumental value' (pp. 137-139); 'Liberation / oppression' (pp. 142-144); 'Casuistry and rationalization ' (pp. 211-213 
